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DETAILED ACTION 
Information Disclosure Statement 

1. Applicants' Information Disclosure Statement, filed April 09 2004, has been 
received, entered into the record, and considered. See attached form PTO-1449. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

2. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 1-11, 22-45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §101 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claims 1, 24, 35 define non-statutory processes because as a whole, they merely 
present an abstract idea without any practical application that produces a useful, concrete 
and tangible result. 

The claimed process, "maintaining a number of unallocated blocks.., receiving a 
file operation...; computing a number of blocks needed to write the file, subtracting from 
the number of blocks needed. . .to obtain a third number of blocks; . . .to obtain a fourth 
number of blocks; and adjusting the number of reserved unallocated blocks by the fourth 
number" lacks of useful results because it fails to efficiently reflect the described 
practical utility (no useful result). Even though managing a file system for a file server 
could reasonably be considered a tangible result, the body of claims 1, 24, 35 do not 
appear to actually support the preamble by including a step or steps which accomplish 
that act. 
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Claims 2-11, 22-23, 25-34, 36-45 suffer from deficiencies similar to their 
respective base claims, as noted above. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1, 24, 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 1, 24, 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
incomplete for omitting essential elements, such omission amounting to a gap between 
the steps. See MPEP § 2172.01 . The omitted steps are: the first number of blocks. 

Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the 
various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were 
made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 
37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not 
commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
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consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

5. Claims 1,4, 6-10, 24, 27, 29-33, 35, 38, 40-44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Schmuck et al. (US Patent No. 5,956,734, in view of 
Nazari et al. (US Patent No 6,516,344). 

As to claim 1, 24, 35, Schmuck teaches a method of managing a file system for a 
file server, comprising the step of: 

maintaining a number of unallocated blocks (i.e. number of free blocks, col. 19, 
line 16) reserved for files of the file system (col. 19, lines 10-30); 

receiving a file operation that signals a reservation operation for a file having a 
file size (i.e. write action, col. 4, line 12) (col. 4, lines 9-34); 

computing a number of blocks needed to write the file (i.e. allocate disk storage 
only for the areas of a file to which data was written, col. 8, lines 36-49); 

adjusting the number of reserved unallocated blocks (i.e. how much free space 
remains in each region, col. 19, lines 10-30). 

Schmuck does not specifically teach the following limitation. However, Nazari 
teaches: 

subtracting from the number of blocks needed to write the file a second number of 
blocks already allocated for the file (i.e. the shaded portion of the file 300, See Fig. 3) to 
obtain a third number of blocks (col. 4, line 67 to col. 5, line 3); 

subtracting from the third number of blocks a number of delayed allocated blocks 
(i.e. unallocated region 303, See Fig. 3) for the file obtain a fourth number of blocks (col. 
4, line 67 to col. 5, line 3); 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the cited references because Nazari' s teachings of "subtracting 
from the number of blocks of blocks needed to write the file a second number of blocks 
already allocated for the file to obtain a third number of blocks; and subtracting from the 
third number of blocks a number of delayed allocated blocks for the file to obtain a fourth 
number of blocks" would have allowed Nazari's users to ensure that storage device 
contains enough storage for the write operation. 

As to claims 4, 27, 38, Schmuck teaches the file operation that signals the 
reservation operation includes a parameter that specifies the file size (col. 4, lines 9-34). 

As to claims 6, 29, 40, Schmuck teaches setting a flag in an inode for the file that 
indicates blocks have been reserved for the file (col. 29, lines 14-63). 

As to claim 7, 30, 41, Nazari teaches the step of checking that a number of 
available blocks in the file system is greater than the fourth number of blocks, wherein an 
error is returned in a case that the number of available blocks is less than the fourth 
number of blocks (i.e. allocating storage for the write operation ensures that storage 
device 130 contains enough storage for the write operation, col. 6, lines 3-5). 

As to claim 8, 31, 42, Nazari teaches the number of available blocks in the file 
system is determined by subtracting a number of allocated blocks (i.e. the shaded portion 
of the file 300, Fig. 3), a number of cached unallocated blocks (i.e. unallocated region 
303, Fig. 3), and a number of reserved blocks from a total number of blocks in the file 
system, and adding a number of reserved cached unallocated blocks (col. 4, line 67 to col. 
5, line 3). 
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As to claims 9, 32, 43, Schmuck teaches the step of checking that the third 
number of blocks does not exceed a remainder of a quota for an owner of the file, 
wherein an error is returned in a case that the third number of blocks exceeds the 
remainder of the quota (col. 44, lines 1-50). 

As to claims 10, 33, 44, Schmuck teaches the step of releasing reservation of 
blocks as blocks are written to storage (col. 15, lines 31-67). 

6. Claims 2, 5, 25, 28, 36, 39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Schmuck et al. (US Patent No. 5,956,734, in view of Nazari et al. (US 
Patent No 6,5 16,344), and further in view of in view of Hitz et al. (US Patent No. 
5,963,962). 

As to claims 2, 25, 36, Schmuck and Nazari do not specifically teach the file 
system uses write anywhere file system layout. 

However, Hitz teaches this limitation at col. 3, line 65 to col. 4, line 12. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the cited references because Hitz's teaching of having the file 
system uses write anywhere file system layout would have allowed Schmuck and Nazari 
users to not overwrite data on disks so that write performance can be optimized. 

As to claims 5, 28, 39, Schmuck and Nazari do not expressly teach determining a 
total number of direct and indirect blocks needed to accommodate the file size. 

However, Hitz teaches this limitation at col. 10, line 39-53. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the cited references because Hitz's teaching of determining a total 
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number of direct and indirect blocks needed to accommodate the file size would have 
allowed Schmuck and Nazari users to not overwrite data on disks so that write 
performance can be optimized. 

7. Claims 3, 26, 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Schmuck et al. (US Patent No. 5,956,734, in view of Nazari et al. (US Patent No 
6,516,344), and further in view of Keller et al. (US Patent No. 6,473,849). 

As to claims 3, 26, 37, Schmuck and Nazari do not explicitly teach the file 
operation that signals the reservation is a zero length write request (col. 12, lines 37-54). 

However, Keller teaches the file size for writing (i.e. A Write (Size) command, at 
col. 10, line 30. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the cited references in order to write a node identification data into 
the lock resource register within the lock requesting processing node when ready to 
release shared system resources to allow the lock requesting node to establish lock 
ownership. 

8. Claims 1 1, 22, 23, 34, 45 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Schmuck et al. (US Patent No. 5,956,734, in view of Nazari et al. (US Patent No 
6,5 16,344), and further in view of Bonwick (US Patent No. 6,725,244). 

As to claims 11, 34, 45, Schmuck and Nazari do not specifically teach the step of 
decrementing the number of a reserved unallocated blocks by a number of released 
blocks. 
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However, Bonwick teaches this limitation at col. 6, line 43 to col. 7, line 4. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the cited references because appropriate file descriptors to be 
allocated can in general be located (i.e., via searching) much more efficiently than 
conventionally achieved, and the approach utilized is well suited for use with operating 
systems that support large number of file descriptors (Bonwick, col. 3, lines 4-12). 

As per claim 22, Schmuck teaches: 

caching one or more blocks of the file in a buffer at col. 16, lines 29-40. 
writing the one or more blocks to storage at col. 16, lines 29-40, col. 17, lines 1- 

58. 

Schmuck and Nazari do not expressly teach decrementing the number of 
unallocated blocks by the number of blocks written to the storage. 

Bonwick teaches this limitation at col. 6, line 43 to col. 7, line 4. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the cited references because appropriate file descriptors to be 
allocated can in general be located (i.e., via searching) much more efficiently than 
conventionally achieved, and the approach utilized is well suited for use with operating 
systems that support large number of file descriptors (Bonwick, col. 3, lines 4-12). 

As per claim 23, Schmuck teaches setting a caching flag for each block cached in 
the buffer at col. 29, lines 14-63. 
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Conclusion 



9. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Miranda Le whose telephone number is (571) 272-41 12. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday from 8:30 AM to 5:00 



If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Breene, can be reached on (571) 272-4107. The fax number to this Art 
Unit is 571-273-8300. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application should 
be directed to the Group receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-3900. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov . Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Miranda Le 
March 08, 2006 



PM. 




